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Before:  WALLACE, HAWKINS, and THOMAS, Circuit Judges.

Washington state prisoner Allan Parmelee appeals from the district court’s

judgment dismissing his 28 U.S.C. § 2254 petition.  We have jurisdiction pursuant

to 28 U.S.C. § 2253, and we affirm.
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Parmelee contends that the state’s revocation of his in forma pauperis (IFP)

status prior to appeal, and its failure to provide him with the trial transcript and an

attorney to challenge the denial of his IFP status, violated his due process and

equal protection rights under the federal constitution.  Even assuming this claim is

cognizable in a habeas petition, the contention fails because Parmelee has not

shown that the trial court’s revocation of his IFP status was “contrary to, or

involved an unreasonable application of, clearly established Federal law, as

determined by the Supreme Court of the United States,” or “based on an

unreasonable determination of the facts.”  See 28 U.S.C. § 2254(d).

          Parmelee contends that the district court erred by dismissing his ineffective

assistance of counsel claim as unexhausted.  The district court did not err.  See 28

U.S.C. § 2254(b), (c).  

Parmelee’s remaining motions are denied.

AFFIRMED.


